In a recent experimental paper reporting a precise measurement of the muon anomalous magnetic moment, Brown et al. claim disagreement of their result with evaluations based on the standard model. This claim is based on comparison with a single theoretical evaluation. It is pointed out that other equally legitimate theoretical evaluations exist in the literature, with which the new experimental figure is quite compatible. The claim of indications for new physics beyond the standard model does not appear justified.
In a recent paper [1] a new measurement is reported for the value of the muon anomalous magnetic moment (g − 2), a µ . After averaging with older determinations one has then the precise experimental result, 10 11 × a µ (experiment) = 116 592 023 ± 140 ± 60.
(1)
Brown et al. then compare this with a theoretical evaluation of the same quantity and conclude that there is discrepancy at the 2.7 standard deviations level, and thus indication of new physics. This has triggered a deluge of non-standard model explanations of the 'discrepancy', of which here we only mention ref. 2 . In order to clarify the issue, we first very briefly review the theoretical calculation of a µ . According to Hughes and Kinoshita [3] we have the following theoretical contributions, apart from that of hadronic vacuum polarization (h.v.p.), that we discuss later: 10 11 × a µ (Pure QED) =116 584 705.7 ± 1.8 10 11 × a µ (Weak) =151 ± 4. 10 11 × a µ (Hadronic light by light) = − 79.2 ± 15.4 10 11 × a µ (Other higher order hadronic) = − 101 ± 6
Excluding the hadronic contributions to vacuum polarization, and composig errors quadratically, we then have 10 11 × a µ (Except h.v.p.) = 116 584 677 ± 17.
There is reasonable consensus on these contributions, although I personally think the errors on the hadronic pieces to be somewhat underestimated; for example, the authors of ref. 2 give 10 11 × a µ (Hadronic light by light) = −86 ± 25, but we will use the figure given by Hughes and Kinoshita here.
We now we pass to the more controversial hadronic vacuum polarization which, moreover, provides the bulk of the theoretical error. There are a number of evaluations of the h.v.p. corrections; we quote now four recent ones: 10 11 × a µ (h.v.p.) =6 924 ± 75 (DH)
The meaning of this is: DH stands for the analysis of ref. 4 , EJ for that of ref. 5 (1) we find that the 'discrepancies' between theory and experiment are thus:
with, I believe, self-explanatory notation (we have included the new values of the higher hadronic corrections for the CLY figure) . Only the first theoretical evaluation (DH) is more distant from experiments than what the errors, at 1σ level, would allow. EJ, CLY and AY are perfectly compatible with experiment (considering that the evaluations CLY, EJ and AY antedate the experiment, one should perhaps say that experiment validates the standard model theory). The unpublished evaluation of Jegerlehner (J) is in slight disagreement with the experimental result, but as it is provisory one cannot say more; we will discuss very briefly the others as representative calculations: each is based on a different method of evaluation. All these evaluations use essentially old (pre-1985) experimental data in the critical s 1/2 ≤ 5 GeV region for e + e − → hadrons since 1985, with the exception of what one can get indirectly from the hadronic decays of the τ . The variation of DH with respect to CLY is to use these τ decay results to supplement low energy e + e − → hadrons data. The improvement of CLY (and AY) with respect to older calculations lies in the use of dispersive methods, that allow use of ππ scattering phase shifts, so curbing systematic errors of e + e − → hadrons (at low energy). These systematic errors are very important, in particular at 'high' energy s 1/2 ≥ 1.5 GeV ; in some regions, as large as 10%, as demonstrated e.g. in ref. 8 comparing various experiments with one another and with QCD predictions. Because of these systematic errors, AY use a QCD calculation, plus resonances, above s 1/2 = 1.5 GeV . This is what lowers a little the result of AY as compared to CLY or EJ. Contrasting with this, the evaluation of EJ is essentially based only on experimental data for e + e − → hadrons.
To summarize: for the h.v.p. contributions, EJ use e + e − → hadrons data essentially; AY supplement this by ππ phase shifts (so does CLY) at low eergy, and QCD at high energies (CLY uses experimental data at higher energies). Finally, DH take τ decay data to improve the evaluation for low energy, and use essentially experimental e + e − → hadrons data at higher energies. Although based on different methods, all four determinations are compatible with one another, within errors. The value reported by DH is slightly * If we had taken the value actually reported in CLY, eq. 1.4, we would have had a figure that, perhaps by chance, falls dead on top of the new experimental result: 116 592 024 ± ( √ 27 2 + 112 2 = 115) (CLY, uncorrected). lower than the other three, and indeed than almost any other evaluation (see, for example, fig. 3 in Davier's review, ref. 9, or fig. 1 here) .
On the face of the results of eq. (5), what one is tempted to conclude is that experiment favours the evaluations of CLY, AY, and the published result of Eidelmann and F. Jegerlehner (EJ) which are in fact in perfect agreement among themselves and in good agreement with the new experimental result. This is seen very clearly in the figure 1.
Of course, this would not be totally correct; the discrepancy between the theoretical result of DH and experiment is not really large enough to discriminate. But, by the same token, it follows that, unless one can prove that the evaluation of Davier and Höcker is clearly superior to the others, and until substantially more precise data become available, what is completely unjustified is to claim any disagreement between theory and experiment.
To advertise evidence for SUSY or any other kind of nonstandard physics on such basis is, to put things in as mild a way as possible, misleading.
